
Before the  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- February 15, 1967 

Appeal No. 9099 Anita H. Eckles, appel lant .  

The Zoning Administrator of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appel lee.  

On motion duly made, seconded and c a r r i e d  with Messrs. 
W i l l i a m  S. Harps and Arthur B. Hatton d i s sen t ing ,  t h e  following 
Order was entered  a t  t he  meeting of t h e  Board on February 15, 1967. 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal f o r  permission t o  change a nonconforming use 
from o f f i c e  and s a l e s  of new automobiles t o  o f f i c e  and s a l e s  of 
new automobiles on the f i r s t  f l o o r  and o f f i c e  and s torage  of a 
Decorating Company i n  t h e  basement o r  i n  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  a va r i -  
ance of the  use provisions of t h e  R-1-B t o  permit same a t  2461 
Wisconsin Avenue, NW., l o t  959, square 1299,  be denied. 

F I N D I N G S  OF FACT: 

(1) The sub j ec t  property is located  i n  an R-1-B D i s t r i c t .  

(2)  The property i s  located a t  the southeas t  corner  of 
Wisconsin Avenue and Calver t  S t r e e t ,  NW. and is improved with 
a two-story bui lding e r ec t ed  i n  about 1958. 

(3)  I n  BZA Appeal N o .  8967 the Board, i n  an Order e f fec -  
t i v e  January 1 6 ,  1967,  granted permission t o  change a noncon- 
f o d n g  use from an o f f i c e  and sale of s a f e s  to  an o f f i c e  and 
sale of new automobiles. 

( 4 )  The first f l o o r  of t h e  bui ld ing i s  now used by t h e  
Bob White Buick Company f o r  the sale of new automobiles. N o  
change i n  t h i s  use i s  proposed. 

(5) A decorat ing company proposes t o  u t i l i z e  t h e  base- 
ment of the building f o r  o f f i c e  and s to rage  of pa in t ,  brushes, 
r o l l e r s ,  etc. No t rucks  would be kept  a t  t h e  premise. 

(6)  No ob jec t ion  t o  t he  grant ing  of t h i s  appeal  was 
r e g i s t e r e d  a t  t h e  publ ic  hearing. 



OPINION: 

This appeal must be denied on both t he  proposed grounds. 
The appeal t o  extend t h e  nonconforming use of t h e  bui ld ing is 
t h e  only reques t  given considerat ion.  W e  think that t h e  use 
of t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  t h e  s torage  of p a i n t  and o ther  equipment 
connected with a decorat ing company is no t  a use which is  com- 
p a t i b l e  w i t h  t h i s  neighborhood. Although the bui ld ing is now 
nonconforming, we  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  o f f i c e s  and s torage  f a c i l i t i e s  
f o r  >decorating company should be i n  a commercially zoned 
d i s t r i c t .  There is l i t t l e  o r  no reason f o r  permit t ing such a 
use i n  a r e s i d e n t i a l l y  zoned d i s t r i c t .  Fur ther ,  w e  cannot f i n d  
that t h e  proposed use w i l l  be a neighborhood f a c i l i t y  o r  t h a t  
it is designed t o  serve.  The reason f o r  t h i s  proposed use i s  
purely j u s t i f i a b l e  on t h e  b a s i s  of economic f e a s i b i l i t y .  W e  
th ink  t h a t  a more compatible nonconforming use can be found. 


